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ET me paint for you a picture of this modern world. 

— I want to uncover its hidden meaning. I want to show 

how it has lost its unity and how along with that the indi- 

vidual has lost his own interior unity and has been aban- 
doned to unhappiness, insecurity, and despair. 

When Pope Pius XI presumes to enter the field of busi- 
ness economics, spray over it the fertilizing influence of 
Christian principles, and grow a new crop of human ac- 
tivity, he has been spurned and repudiated as an outsider. 
What has he, a priest, to do with business? Business is one 
thing and religion is another; let us keep them apart as they 
should be kept. 

If I should tonight presume to lay down a line of action 
for our government, city or national, I should be promptly 
told that politics was none of my business; let me stay on 
the altar and in the pulpit and let the politicians run their 
own job. Politics is politics and religion is religion. Let 
each go its own way. 

When the Catholic Church demands that God have a 
place in the schools in which our children are brought up, 
she is immediately told to mind her own business. We have 
separation of Church and State here, and we will keep those 
things apart in the schools as well. 

When we protest against divorce, laws for sterilization, 
for birth control, and all the other things that are threaten- 
ing to destroy the family, we are told we are obstructionists, 
that we are out of our field, that individual liberty is the 
rule of modern life, that the State is the protector of the 
individual, and the Church has nothing to do with it. 

Thus the unity of modern life is broken up. Business 
has its own code of practice, and goes its way unconcerned 
with any principles that religion may lay down for it. Gov- 
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ernment, under the specious plea of separation of Church 
and State, that is, separation of the rights of God from the 
State, proclaims a complete indifference to any teachings 
that may come from religion; it is completely “secular.” 
And so the school, which is the breeding place of business 
men and State officials, must also be kept apart from re- 
ligion. Business, government, and the school are separate 
things; and religion is still another, with nothing to do with 
any of the other three. Is it any wonder that the unity of 
the family should be broken up, too? 

Where life was supposed to be an organic whole, and 
mankind a unit, we have three or four separate and unre- 
lated activities, and none of them has any connection with 
any other. Is it any wonder that the modern world is a 
chaos; that it has broken up into so many conflicting ele- 
ments, and that with each element working for itself alone, 
and with the individual free to follow his own unrestrained 
whimsy and will, we are today face to face with a future 
that has in it only the prospect of war, dissolution, and un- 
happiness? The world has gone on its own way and left re- 
ligion to one side, and only the rare person has any strength 
to stem the tide. 

But if this is true of the social aspect of modern life, 
what of each individual in it? After all, business, the State, 
the school, the family, the Church, these are composed of 
human beings, each with his own problem, in this life and 
in the next. What of the individual in this welter of dis- 
union? Why, he, too, is divided against himself, his own 
inner unity is broken up within him. His business ethics 
are in conflict with his religion; his religion tells him that 
certain things in government are forbidden; he is brought 
up in school to hear nothing of the claims of God and in 
church to hear only of the claims of God; his very family 
life is menaced with the break-up of the modern chaos. 
And so he ends by putting religion in one compartment of 
his mind, and his business in another; the state official fol- 
lows the code of the times in his public life, although he 
may be a fervent churchgoer on Sunday; and the child is 
left to grope his innocent way amid the confusion until he, 
too, learns to make the great compromise when he learns at 
last that what you could never do in private life you may 
very well do in public without losing the. respect of your 
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fellowmen. He has been caught by the modern spirit that 
introduces into his very soul a contradiction that will be the 
cause of all his lifelong unhappiness and suffering, unless he 
stifles in it the instinct for unity and order, and that means 
the stifling the teachings of religion. 

Now Christianity is based on the fundamental teaching 
that mankind is a family, the human family; that it has 
an organic unity, and that one set of fundamental principles 
should rule it in every department of its activity. Break 
up that social unity, and you have destroyed human destiny; 
you have done more: you have burrowed into the very 
vitals of mankind, for you have undermined its foundation, 
which is that God is supreme in human affairs, and that all 
men and brothers, and that the law of God is the unifying 
principle that binds all this together. 

That set of principles is what we call religion, and the 
way we learn those principles is through the Church. It 
is the great heresy of modern life that the Church is one 
thing, separate and apart, like business and government, and 
that the three have nothing to do with one another. If life 
has a unity, this cannot be true. Civilization simply cannot 
go on, if three separate forces are going to work at cross 
purposes within it. More than that, all the unhappiness 
and discontent of modern life is solely due to this, that a 
man’s soul is torn apart within him, because he is told that 
religion is simply an individual matter with him, his own 
affair, as they say, and has nothing to do at all with the 
social aspects of his being. This unity of soul is the thing 
that gives peace and happiness; and in the social sphere 
it is the same. There will be no unity of mankind, no jus- 
tice, no charity, unless his corporate activities, which I sum 
up under the name of business and government, also have a 
unified set of principles which will govern them. 

What is that set of principles and what has the Church 
to do with them? 

Pope Pius XI, in that great series of Encyclicals on 
marriage, on education, and on the reconstruction of the 
social order, has been teaching them to the world for several 
years. He has had the one idea running through all: The 
family as the base of human society; the school as the 
means by which a boy’s soul is formed to be a son of God 
and a citizen of the State all at the same time and in the 
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same way; a social order in which the State and business 
cooperate for justice to all—this is his ideal and his stand- 
ard. 

Is it nothing but an ideal? Is it a fine idea and nothing 
else? Is it practical? Does it really mean a concrete way 
of life, a possible solution of our modern problems? Let 
us see. Let us take up the four cardinal points of life— 
business, government, the school, and the family—and in 
each one see how those principles are violated and how the 
Pope sets forth how they may be saved from the chaos and 
disorder of modern life. We shall find that the one idea 
runs through them all: order through justice and charity; 
order by which God is given His due rights in society, and 
man conceives his duties and proclaims his rights with due 
regard to all other men. 

Let us start with business. Why is business, finance, 
commerce, today paralyzed and inert? Is it because of sci- 
ence by which man has invented machines that can do his 
work in half the time it took before? No. Invention is a 
God-given privilege and it is our duty to profit by it to the 
last atom it discovers. Is it because we have heaped up 
vast masses of wealth in this country and in others, and 
that gold is choking us to death? No. The pity of it was 
that more men had not the goods of this earth. They were 
given to us to use and to have, and to have in more abund- 
ance. Is it a punishment because we tried to make this 
earth a paradise? No. God loves this earth more than we 
do, for He created it, and He wants us to improve it. 

What then was the reason? It was man that made this 
destruction, not the forces of nature. It was his ignorance, 
his pride, and his greed. His ignorance: the banker and 
the directors of corporations did not know the very laws of 
the very economics in which they were dealing. His pride: 
he looked on the getting of money as merely a war with 
other men, by which he would be first if he could, and even 
if it meant crushing other men to earth. His greed: he 
imagined that he could amass wealth for himself quickly 
and enormously, without thinking of the other fellow, not 
seeing that by doing that he was blindly digging a pitfall 
for himself. 

On top of this business fashioned for itself a theory that 
has at last been its destruction. It was the theory that 
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business is a matter of every man for himself, and the devil 
take the hindmost. This theory of laissez-faire, as we call 
it, of unlimited and uncontrolled competition, this false 
conception of a good idea, that there must be unlimited and 
unhampered oppportunity for every man, it was this theory 
that ruined business. For unlimited opportunity merely 
meant opportunity, as Pope Pius said, for the strongest and 
the most ruthless. And we went so far as to hold that the 
only motive that would ensure progress in modern life was 
the profit motive; that man would only work if there was 
something in it for him. 

So it was that because some men were making money 
in it, more and more coal mines were opened and worked, 
even though it meant the destruction of the whole coal in- 
dustry; oil was allowed to flow from the ground in ever- 
increasing and useless quantities, until the price of oil 
dropped to the bottom; more and more capital weat into 
the motor industry, though the supply of automobiles ran 
ahead of the demand and caused the shut-down of half the 
industry; the farmers planted wheat and all kinds of grain 
in such quantities that there was no profitable price for any 
of them; in every branch of industry, one man went ahead 
and built up, and another did the same, each with no con- 
sideration of what it was to do to the industry as a whole, 
and therefore in the long run to himself. 

Then, after all this was done, the financiers built on top 
of it all a paper structure of credit, which was really debt, 
each one acting independently of the other, until the whole 
structure grew top-heavy and fell of its own weight. And 
now because of it we are faced with the necessity of cheap- 
ening the dollar, to the immense loss of all who loaned their 
money, so that some debtors can pay back what they owe. 
And all because in the beginning each one went plunging 
ahead with no regard to the effect it was going to have on 
the whole world of business. 

Pope Pius XI was the first world voice to point out the 
reason why the towers of the world toppled into the abyss. 
He did it by these two ideas; first of all, the old theory of 
independent business is obsolete, it is a violation of eco- 
nomic law; it won’t work any longer with mass production; 
and secondly, economic law is a moral law, violate the one 
and you violate the other, to your own destruction. This 
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moral law forbids that an individual operate in business if 
what he does is going to hurt the rest. If a part of the 
body grows beyond nature, it will destroy the whole body. 
Man, even in business, is a part of society, and his rights 
are limited by the rights of society. And this is what we 
mean by social justice. 

All this, I take it, is what President Roosevelt is trying 
to tell the country from Washington. Business must organ- 
ize itself in such a way that the common good is sought by 
all, even if it means that swollen profits are not made by a 
few. It is consoling to hear, too, that business men them- 
selves agree with them, only they say that a small ten per 
cent of profiteers and unscrupulous men will not let them. 
If business organizes to discipline itself, there will always be 
that bad ten per cent who will profit by this to make more 
for themselves, and that is why they have themselves asked 
Congress for the power to compel this greedy ten per cent 
to submit to the common good. 

There must be social justice also in government. The 
very same plagues of pride, ignorance, and greed have 
vitiated the State. Just how unpardonable this is, let me 
show you. What is government? It is the rule of men. 
But whence comes the right to rule men? Not from society, 
but from God. It is our Catholic and our American doc- 
trine that government derives its just powers from the con- 
sent of the people, that sovereignty, as we say, resides in 
the people. But where did the people get it?) From the 
source of all authority, from God. So that authority passes 
from God, through the people, to the government. Now 
this is a sacred thing. It is receiving from God’s own hands 
a power which was His alone, it is carrying this sacred 
power along, and depositing it in the hands of those whom 
we choose to rule us. When the citizen casts a ballot, he 
is doing almost a sacramental thing; he is transmitting to 
another a power he received from God. A priest does that 
when he confers a sacrament; he transmits from God the 
grace that God gives him to bestow. So does the citizen 
in a lower order. Authority, God’s authority, is given by 
Him to the people, and the citizen takes the sacred burden 
and confers it on an elected official. 

Now if the citizen uses this power he has from God 
for his own personal profit and advantage, he is guilty of 
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a sin against social justice, just like the business man who 
uses his money for his own personal advantage, even when 
he knows it is going to be the ruin of society, if all men 
do likewise. The rights of citizenship are for the common 
good, not for individual profit, and all the ills of govern- 
ment are due to this. 

So the office holder, who has received this sacred trust 
ultimately from God, is guilty of a sin against social jus- 
tice, even more than the guilty citizen, if he turns it to his 
personal profit. Too often he may argue that if he does 
it, it will do no harm. But suppose everybody does it? 
President Roosevelt has taught the country the much- 
needed lesson that everybody cannot have his money out 
of the bank all at once even though it would not hurt if this 
one or that one took it out, or that everybody cannot have 
his gold, for only the first ones in the line would be served 
and all the others be left. Until we all learn the lesson 
that what all cannot do in the social order, no man should 
do, not until then will we have a well-ordered State. The 
servant of the people who turns the machinery of the State 
to the profit of himself or of his little group has been a 
traitor, not only to democratic government, but to some- 
thing graver still, the sacred thing which he received from 
the people, who received it. from God. It is an amazing 
thing, but true, that in democratic government, more than 
in any other kind, this doctrine of social justice is an abso- 
lute necessity. Without it, the State will perish, for demo- 
cratic government is so designed that the common good 
must be sought or the form of government itself will 
perish. 

Here, then, is the picture of the modern world in its cor- 
porate activity and of the principles that Pius XI lays down 
for the winning of order through justice and charity. 

What, then, of the two other elements of society, the 
school and the family? 

Let me ask you. Where are these fundamental princi- 
ples which are derived from religion to be learned except in 
childhood? If we can complain that men reck little of their 
fellow man in business because they are blinded by selfish- 
ness, where does selfishness begin except in childhood? If 
we complain that officials of the State do not administer 
their common trust in accord with the sacred origin of it, 
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where does this lack of responsibility begin except when we 
are young? Is it enough that they learn how to read, how 
to count, if they know the history of our country and other 
countries, and where they are? No: and in fact the more 
we teach them, the worse they will be when they are older, 
for they will be better equipped to violate the laws of God. 
Learning will not help them; it will only be a stronger 
weapon in their hands to grasp things from their fellow 
man. Education of that sort is not an asset to the State; 
it is the worst liability it could ever have. The clever and 
educated criminals are more dangerous than the illiterate 
ones, for they know how to get away with it. 

So the school that does not discipline its pupils is worse 
than no school at all. And what is discipline but adher- 
ence to principles that are taught? And what are these 
principles unless those that are grounded in the eternal veri- 
ties of God and the nature of man? We are preparing our 
pupils to be members of the two corporate activities of man- 
kind, business and the State. Pass all the laws you want to 
bring about social justice in business and the State, and if 
we have not men who will obey those laws, and obey them 
because they are convinced that it is the law of the preser- 
vation of society to see that social justice is done, we will 
merely be preparing for ourselves the same old round of 
selfishness and greed and graft, in business and in govern- 
ment. Men’s hearts must indeed be made over, if civiliza- 
tion is to be preserved, but if we do not make the hearts of 
those who are beginning in the mould of right and justice 
and charity, then indeed the outlook for the world is with- 
out hope. Banish God from our education, and I see no 
outlook at all for a better world, or even a world that can 
keep itself from self-destruction. 

We send out our children to the schools with the idea 
that they may be formed in the virtues that make good 
citizens in this world, and companions of God and the saints 
in the next. But what of that place from which we send 
them, the family? 

I say without hesitation that the family is in more 
danger today than any other part of our civilization, and 
that this is a dire prophecy of danger for the future. The 
family is the unit of the State, and the bulwark of the 
liberty of the individual. Yet see how its functions are 











~_o a FF ee eS 


mm we 


Ww Ww yy ome we 








THE MODERN WORLD 209 





gradually slipping away from it. Its economic functions 
are usurped by the factory which now makes most things 
that formerly were made in the home. Its educational 
functions are going over to the school, and the parent no 
longer is the fashioner of his children’s character. Its con- 
trol of food, sanitation, health, is taken over by the Gov- 
ernment. In every way man is becoming collectivized. Day 
nurseries for the young, boarding schools for education, 
camps, playgrounds, and parks for recreations, tenements 
and apartment houses for living quarters, all these show 
how far we have gone in this direction of losing the home 
as a center of life. The hearthstone is no more, nor is the 
old back yard the meeting place for the young, and even 
the dining room table is in a restaurant or at most a nook 
in a kitchenette. 

Now all these things are lost ground; they are over 
and gone and nothing will bring them back again. But see 
how they show the trend of modern life to destroy the 
family. If that were all, it would be serious enough. But 
it is not all. A sinister attack on the further existence of 
the family is the theme of motion pictures, of newspaper 
features, of magazine articles. The authority of the par- 
ents, which is the heart of the family, is constantly on the 
wane, and the modern writers are applauding the departure 
of it. Sex literature is destroying the sanctity of the foun- 
dation of the family, which is the chaste union of two people 
before God. Birth control is preached far and wide and its 
supporters will not rest until they have made it compulsory 
as they have in one State in Mexico. Divorce long ago 
struck a deadly blow at the unity of the family society, and 
now sterilization, compulsory at the bidding of cranks and 
faddists, is coming strong. Every one of these things is 
nothing but one more blow at the stronghold of man’s 
liberty; for destroy the family, and you will have made 
easy-the usurpation of the absolute State, as they have done 
in Russia. Not all the Communists are Bolsheviks, and all 
the lovers of collectivism and the tyranny of State abso- 
lutism do not call themselves by their proper name. 

So while we cannot set back the clock and regain the 
ground that the family has lost, we can at least have our 
eyes open to the still greater dangers that lie in wait for it. 
For no other reason do the radicals preach the license of 
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sex in motion picture, newspaper, and magazine, than for 
the destruction of the family. And why do they desire 
the destruction of the family? For the very same reason 
that in Russia they teach the young to despise the author- 
ity of their parents, because only by the breakup of the 
family can there be brought about the State that is master 
and tyrant of every human activity. This is the aim and 
the ideal of the vast army of radical preachers of novelty: 
the collectivization of the masses, the slavery of the indi- 
vidual. 

And here is where the Catholic Church holds a line that 
‘ we must not desert. Man is both an individual and a social 
being, as Pope Pius XI never wearies of teaching us. Exalt 
his social functions and you destroy the individual; you 
are going straight to Communism. Exalt his individual 
functions, and you have the old weary round of hypocrisy 
that we have just gone through under the false name of 
rugged individualism. The Church is opposed to both of 
them. Man must respect his social responsibility, but he 
must not be socialized; the State must respect his individual 
rights, but it must not let his lower instincts run wild, so 
that they go counter to his social duties. Thus the Church 
displays its wisdom; the social and individual aspects of 
mankind must be furthered together. All the ills of our 
time come because we think only of one; in the past we 
have exalted the individual at the expense of the whole 
people; let us beware lest we swing to the other side and 
exalt the social side of him at the expense of human rights. 
The State that succeeds in saving both the social and in- 
dividual side of man is the State that will save society. 

This, then, is the picture that the Church holds up to 
the modern world. Mankind is a family, not a mere series 
of individual units. In this society, each part has its rights 
and its duties. You cannot violate the nature of this so- 
ciety by allowing individual greed and even individual en- 
terprise to run riot at the expense of the whole people. If 
you do, you will only destroy the wealth of mankind, as 
we did in all those years of so-called prosperity. If busi- 
ness does not and will not organize to protect itself and 
society against the minority that will always threaten our 
prosperity through its own selfishness, then in the name of 
social justice we must call in the State to force it to respect 
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social rights. Then at the same time we cannot allow the 
State to disregard individual rights so that it becomes su- 
preme and individual initiative and individual liberty are 
destroyed. In the same way, the citizens of the State must 
remember that they are only the purveyors to the officials 
of the State of a sacred authority that they in turn have 
received from God, and the officials of the State that they 
are but the trustees of this sacred thing and must admin- 
ister it to the common good and not to individual profit. 
Then the future citizens of such an ideal State cannot be 
ideal citizens if in their schools they are taught everything 
but their duties to God and man; if they are, we are only 
preparing cleverer and more dangerous criminals. And 
finally, the family as the bulwark of man’s liberty, his only 
protection against the omnipotent State, must be savagely 
defended. Let that go, and everything goes. And the 
terrible dangers that overhang the family are only too real. 

In the midst of this modern world stands the Church, 
not a mere outward institution, but a living organism. 
Christ lives in this organism, and He is its head. It is His 
body, and the Holy Spirit is its soul. This body, this liv- © 
ing person, has a long memory; it was there in the Cata- 
combs, in the time of Constantine, in the barbarian inva- 
sions, at the Renaissance and the Reformation, the discov- 
ery of America, and the French Revolution, even up to to- 
day; it was there at them all and it remembers all. This 
body has an imagination; it is the source of all creation of 
beauty, of art, of literature, and sculpture, and architecture. 
It has emotions; it loves this old earth, just as Christ loves 
it through whom it was made and who poured out His 
blood on it. It has an intellect; all knowledge and all 
learning is its province, the advancement of all the sciences 
and all philosophy. It has a will, and this will is the will 
of Christ, who is its head, and Christ’s will is the will of 
God, and this is Catholic Action. Christ is a priest and a 
king and a prophet; and so is His body which is the Church. 
In it priest and layman alike are cooperating to further the 
fruitful work that is His; the salvation of society, for Him, 
and with Him, and through Him. 








The Church and Communism 
Rev. J. B. McLaucutin, O.S.B. 
(1) Way Men Become ComMMUNISTS 


EN only turn to Communism because they see that 
present conditions are intolerable and wrong. The 
wrongness is described both by Leo XIII and Pius XI. A 
few rich have control of all industry, production and dis- 
tribution, and manipulate these for their own ends, 

The huge fortunes of these few, contrasted with the vast 
numbers of the proletariate, is a proof you cannot get away 
from, that the yearly output of wealth is not shared rightly 
between the different classes. Since Leo XIII wrote, forty 
years ago, the rich seek power rather than property; copper 
kings, oil kings, money lords. By this power they draw a 
profit out of everyone’s working and trading. We see in 
this country other features of this power, not mentioned by 
the Popes. We see them closing small works, and getting 
more of the work done by machinery. They have no use 
for dismissed men; let them emigrate, or reduce their num- 
bers by birth control or by sterilization. Meanwhile, keep 
them quiet by doles and bad films and newspapers. Pius 
XI says some of these money lords think they may do any- 
thing, right or wrong, to get more wealth and to secure what 
they have in face of this great wrong. 


(2) THe Two Patus 


The Popes take one path, the revolutionaries take an- 
other. The Popes say “Change this unhealthy state into a 
healthy one, by finding the root causes and correcting 
them.” That is the way to lasting peace. The Revolution- 
aries say, “We can get into the Rich Men’s place, and give 
them what they gave us.” That is the way to lasting war. 
Their programme is, first, class-war, and then to put an end 
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to private ownership of the means of production and dis- 
tribution. 

Here is another parting of the ways. How are we to 
stop Wealth from gathering more and more into a few 
hands? The Communist says, “Let it all gather into the 
hands of the State.” But the Popes say, “No; let us see 
where it ought to gather if society were working healthily 
and naturally.” 


(3) THE SOLUTION 


The Popes see, first, that the natural thing is for men 
to own a piece of land in order to work it; and that a 
healthy nation has many peasant landowners. Secondly, 
as to wage-labour for an employer, they see that it is un- 
natural that this should result in the employer growing ever 
richer while the labourers remain as poor as when they 
started. Naturally, steady work should lead to the labourer 
becoming an owner; naturally, a married man’s wage ought 
to keep his family. So the task that faces the nation’s is 
to encourage and to enable workers to become owners, and 
to correct the proportion between wages and profits, so that 
the growth of huge fortunes shall cease, and wealth shall 
gather also into the hands of a multitude of working- 
owners. 


(4) AN OBJECTION 


Here again the Communists shout, and many capitalists 
too, that the Pope’s programme is impossible; for iron laws 
of economics have led, and always will lead, to the rich 
becoming richer, and the poor becoming poorer, as long as 
wealth is in private ownership. The two enemies who wish 
to destroy each other, are building on the same false 
teaching. 


(5) THe ANSWER 


The Popes answer that the healthy working of Nature’s 
laws does not lead to growing injustice, misery and hatred. 
There have been tribes in Africa who lived by making war 
on each other. If they grew fewer, poorer, fiercer, it was 
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not through an iron law of Nature, but because they chose 
to live in the unnatural state of war. The Popes declare 
that our unnatural contrast of wealth and poverty, of luxury 
and misery, are due to no natural law, but to the unscrupu- 
lousness of the rich; and to the neglect of Governments, 
which have tolerated abuses of the power of money; some- 
times even sanctioned them, and become tools of the rich. 

Unscrupulousness can be corrected only by Religion. 
But Law can set right what it has neglected. Peasantry in 
France was brought into being by Napoleon; in Russia by 
the czar. If free, unbridled competition leads to the crush- 
ing of the weak under millionaires’ feet, free competition is 
not an iron law of Nature, nor a sacred law to be upheld at 
all costs by the State. “Salus Populi Suprema Lex”: The 
good of the people is the supreme law and the whole reason 
why we have a State. Therefore the State must keep com- 
petition within the limits that will lead to the good of the 
people. 


(6) THE CLEAVAGE 


Here we have reached the deepest and final parting of 
the Pope’s way from the way of the Communist and money- 
lord. For these declare that the good of a people as a 
nation is just this: to be efficiently organized for the pro- 
duction of material and earthly goods. For this purpose 
capitalists have sometimes required workers to give up re- 
ligion, home, culture; and the Communists expect them to 
give up freedom too. The Popes answer:—“Labour not for 
the meat which perisheth, but for that which endureth to 
life everlasting” (John 6. 27). Man’s end is heaven; and 
every part of life, every field of man’s activity, is to be gov- 
erned and guided by the purpose of his existence. The 
economic field, like all others, is a field where men are 
working towards eternal life. Therefore economic efficiency 
must be simply a means to help men to that end by giving — 
them freedom to do their natural work and duties to their 
family, in peace, in healthy and moral surroundings; to de- 
velop their higher powers as they wish; to serve God ac- 
cording to their conscience. This is the “good of the 
people,” which governments can, and must, foster in all 
their dealings with the economic world. 
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(7) THe OvuTLooK 


The outlook of the revolutionary communists, their pro- 
gramme and history, are the same in all ages. They point 
out to the poor that the money-lords, though few, keep their 
power because they control the army and the police. An- 
other minority, of Communists, could do the same if they 
could get control. This would be easy once the people are 
roused to discontent. How rouse them? Not by saying 
“Work for us instead of the money-lords, make us the 
money-lords. Nor by saying “The people will all be the 
money-lords”; that they could not believe. What then? 
“Give us the power of the money-lords; they have used it 
for themselves, we will use it for the nation. All that work 
can produce shall be produced and be shared among all. 
As in an army, all control is in headquarters, but is used to 
keep the whole army in being, in health, in efficient trim; so 
will we keep the nation.” 

That is the programme. Some believe in it fanatically, 
work mobs up into enthusiasm and violence, and the revolu- 
tion begins. 


(8) THE FLy IN THE ComMMUNIST OINTMENT 


But it has in it the seeds and roots of what will follow. 

Army life is no pattern for peaceful civil life. It is an 
abnormal life, where men lay aside their natural duties and 
their freedom in order to crush an enemy unjustly threaten- 
ing that freedom and those duties. And it does not work 
perfectly; especially in a large army. Supplies do not al- 
ways arrive according to plan; they waste elsewhere while 
they are wanted here. Justice is not easily got; men are at 
the mercy of ill-humoured or incompetent officers, for 
“headquarters” is far off, and discipline is more important 
than~justice. That is the kind of life revolutionaries im- 
pose on a nation. 


(9) THE SEQUEL 


First there is wholesale imprisoning and killing of the 
rich and their friends. Then the leaders quarrel for power, 
and displace each other in quick succession. The people, 
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expecting the luxuries of the land, and finding instead mar- 
tial-law and forced labour, begin to fret. They are told 
that the ideals of the revolution are in danger, and heroes 
must give their lives for it. Whoever complains is a tool 
of the enemy. An army is formed and made efficient by 
attacking a neighbouring state; then it is used to repress 
the discontent at home. 

So the ideals are gone. There remain a people knowing 
they are gripped in a slavery more iron than before; and 
leaders recognising that their ambition now is not to liber- 
ate the people, but to snatch power from each others hands. 
After ten, twenty, thirty years, the country is again a cap- 
italist state, whether under a strong Napoleon or a number 
of feeble faction leaders, fighting each other for the presi- 
dency. 

Communism is a disease. Bloated fortunes are a dis- 
ease. Health lies in having millions of small owners. 



















The Diabolic Plot 


Dorotuy Day 
Reprinted from America, April 29, 1933. 


T is when the Communists are good that they are danger- 

ous. And the trouble with many Catholics is that they 
do not recognize this dangerous goodness but think of Com- 
munists as characters from E. Philip Oppenheim’s interna- 
tional mystery novels. 

Not long ago a Catholic novel was published by the 
Macmillan Company, and it was all about the fiendish Bol- 
sheviks and their international agents and how refugee 
women of gentle birth were kidnapped and returned to Rus- 
sia to be mated to nobles, in order that they might propa- 
gate a race of supermen. 

The story is fantastic. One expects the characters to 
turn into demons or angels. One is amazed that such a 
book could be seriously written. It should have ended on 
the fantastic note struck by G. K. Chesterton in “The Man 
Who Was Thursday.” 

The story is obnoxiously class-conscious. Nobles are 
nobles by nature as well as by birth, and the lower classes 
are noble in that they are the faithful servitors of those 
above them. If they are interested in those of their own 
class, and in righting the wrongs done them, then they are 
beetle-browed Bolsheviks. 

And lastly, the story is untrue. 

My association with the radical movement began while 
I was in college and continued for a decade. I worked for 
the Socialist paper, the Call, for the radical monthly, the 
Masses, for the anti-conscription League, for the Communist 
monthly the Liberator, and for the Anti-Imperialist League, 
and in these various jobs I became acquainted -with many 
people connected with the labor movement, so that I can 
write from actual knowledge of the goodness of the people 
with whom I came in contact. 
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Leaving friends and acquaintances out of it, however, 
take the case of William Z. Foster, the Communist candi- 
date for President, a man respected and admired, even ex- 
tolled in the weekly “capitalist” press. The New Yorker 
had a long article on Communist organization and Foster’s 
part in it, and there was another leading article in the 
New Republic about the work of this man. From these 
articles, one could assume that Foster is a good man, a 
disciplined man, who lives for his ideals and is above the 
venality associated with political figures. 

And then there is the case of the boy who lived across 
the street from me on East Fifteenth Street between Avenue 
A and First Avenue, a peaceable Communist youth who was 
killed a few months ago when a Trotskyite sought to break 
up a Communist meeting by hurling bricks from the roof 
of an adjoining house. For the last six months I had lived 
in this old German-Irish neighborhood just across from 
where this boy lived, and after his death I heard a great deal 
about him. 

He had for years been the support of his invalid mother, 
his unemployed father, and his schoolgirl sister. The day 
his body was taken away, the German and Irish neigh- 
bors gathered in front of their stoops and spoke of him 
with hushed voices and heavy tears in their eyes. 

“He was a good boy, so steady and so clean.” 

“He took such care of his family, and him so young.” 

“He used to come into my shop for milk every morning. 
So polite he was! Such a nice way of talking!” 

“He was a Communist, yes, but he was so good.” 

What they said of him typifies what I mean. He was 
not wild eyed, shaggy haired, revolutionary looking. He 
was not a hater of the institution of the family. He worked 
and served his father and mother and sister. He had cour- 
tesy and respect for his fellow-man, and at night, after his 
day’s work, he studied to better his condition. His life was 
actuated by a love of his fellows, and in his love for his 
fellow-creatures he forgot his Creator, if indeed he had ever 
known Him. Together with other boys on this street, he 
had been brought up without any religious training, and in 
growing up, he, with high ideals, had espoused the cause 
of the worker. 

The other boys hung around pool rooms, street corners, 
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and clubs, spent their hours in playing cards and gambling, 
discussed politics in terms of graft and rackets. 

He went to meetings, discussed the questions of child 
labor, workingmen’s rights and unemployment, and donated 
from his own small earnings towards strike funds to feed 
the hungry workers, and the mothers and children of other 
workers like himself. 

It is because of the Communist party’s ideals, not be- 
cause of its essential anti-religious aspect; because of its 
love of the ordinary man, and not because of its hatred to- 
wards God, that so many young people are being attracted 
towards Communism. And being attracted by what is good 
in their natures, and fervently embracing it as a cause, they 
come eventually to accept whole-heartedly all the party 
teaches. 

In the Communist movement in America, the question 
of religion only comes up when a strike is being carried on 
in a Southern mill town, for instance, where the mountain- 
eers are sincerely believers, or in city factories where the 
foreign labor is Catholic. In these cases, here are Lenin’s 
directions in his writings on religion: 


\ 


A Marxist must place the success of the strike movement above 
all else, must definitely oppose the division of the workers in this 
struggle into atheists and Christians, must fight resolutely against 
such a division. . . . We must not only admit into the . . . party 
all those workers who still retain faith in God, we must redouble our 
efforts to recruit them. We are absolutely opposed to the slightest 
affront to these workers’ religious convictions. . .. We do not declare, 
and must not declare in our program that we are “atheists.” 


It is the predictions of Engels and Lenin in their writing 
which disclose the “diabolic plot,” the ultimate establish- 
ment of atheism, and one can only feel that the freeing of 
the masses from oppression is a means to an end, and not 
an end in itself. 

“No books, no preaching, can possibly enlighten the 
proletariat, unless it is enlightened by its struggle against 
the dark forces of capitalism.” “The roots of modern re- 
ligion are deeply embedded in the social oppression of the 
working masses”; so relieve this oppression first in order to 
get at the roots! 

Again and again Lenin urges that the fight against re- 
ligion be postponed, and addressing those frantic ones who 
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wish to rush into the battle at once, he reminds them that 
the bourgeois liberals are only too anxious to foment re- 
ligious disputes in order to distract the attention of the 
people from the class struggle, and these religious wars lead 
only to a victory for the Church. 


Those who have not gone to the root of dialectical materialism 
[i.e. of the philosophy of Marx and Engels] may not be able to 
understand this [necessity for delay] . . . What! subordinate ideo- 
logical propaganda, the propaganda of definite ideas? Subordinate 
the struggle against religion, the thousand-year-old enemy of culture 
and progress, to the class struggle, to the struggle for transient prac- 
tical economic and political aims? . . . 

To draw a hard and fast line between the theoretical propagation 
of atheism, between breaking down the religious beliefs of certain 
sections of the proletariat, and the effect, the development, the gen- 
eral implications of the class struggle of these sections, is to reason 
non-dialectically; to transform a variable, relative boundary into an 
absolute one. It is a forcible tearing asunder of that which is indis- 
solubly connected in reality. 


I do not know whether the boy across the street knew 
what he was doing—that he was working with the distinct 
end in view of tearing down the Church. I do know that 
the good Irish and German neighbors didn’t know it. They 
said sadly: “He was a good boy, a fine boy,” and they 
wept at his passing. 











